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Fourteen years ago, Ron Edmonds (1979, p.23) put forth a proposition that has served as
the touchstone of the school effectiveness movement ever since:

“We can, whenever and wherever we choose, successfully teach all children

whose schooling is of interest to us.”

This proposition has two parts. One is the assertion that every child can learn. The other
is that we have the knowledge we need to create schools in which every child will learn.

Can every child learn? Svents since the time Ron Edmonds was writing have supported
the principle that every child, regardless of family background or other factors, can succeed in
school. For example, research on early intervention (Slavin, Karweit, & Wasik, 1992/93, in
press) and on one-to-one tutoring (Wasik & Slavin, 1993a) demonstrate the principle that
virtually every child can learn. Extraordinary teachers and schools prove every day that they are
able to produce extraordinary outcomes with disadvantaged and minority children.

While it is becoming clear that every child can learn, there is a part of Edmonds’
formulation that is more problematic. Is it really true that we can ensure the learning of every
child whenever and wherever we choose? Demonstrations of outstanding learning achievements
in the laboratory or in schools with unusual, charismatic principals or teachers are useful, but
they do not tell us that success can be feplicated on a large scale. Many pilot programs have
shown substantial success only to be found difficult to replicate elséwhere or ineffective in their
replication sites. Clearly, it is not enough to demonstrate success and expect others to do
likewise. For a program or strategy to make a difference on a broad scale, it must be robust to
many circumstances, it must withstand the test of time, and most importantly it must demonstrate
effectiveness in new sites not under the day-to-day control of program developers.

This paper presents a summary of data from one program, Success for All, that is in the
process of making the transition from local pilot to national model. This paper is the first to
present data on several sites beyond the original home of Success for All in Baltimore. Earlier
evaluations of Success for All have shown that the program can be highly successful in

increasing reading achievement among very disadvantaged students (Madden, Slavin, Karweit,
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Dolan, & Wasik, 1993; Slavin, Madden, Karweit, Dolan, & Wasik, 1992). But can this success
be replicated whenever and wherever we choose?

It is important to state up front what is meant by “we.” No one could pretend that
researchers, developers, or governmental agencies can by themselves ensure the success of all |
students. The enthusiastic and wholehearted commitment of school staffs and district
administration is also essential. In the specific case of Success for All, we work only with
districts that have made a clear commitment to implement the program and with school staffs
that have voted at least 80% in favor of participating. Our specific focus, then, is on the question
of whether, in schools and districts that make a commitment to the success of every child, we can

successfully replicate an effective program.

Success for All

Basic Principles

Our basic approach to designing a program to ensure success for all children begins with
two essential principles: Prevention and immediate, intensive intervention. That is, learning
problems must first be prevented by providing children with the best available classroom
programs and by engaging their parents in support of their school success. When learning
problems do appear, comective inteérventions must be immediate, intensive, and minimally
disruptive to students' progress in the regular program. That is, students receive help early on,
when their problems are small. This help is intensive and effective enough to catch students up
with théir classmates so that they can profit from their regular classroom instruction. Instead of
letting students fall further and further behind until they need special or remedial education or are
retained in grade, students in Success for All are given whatever help they need to keep up in the
basic skills. The elements of Success for All are described below (see Slavin, Madden, Karweit,

Dolan, & Wasik, 1992, for more detail).




Reading Tutors

One of the most important elements of the Success for All model is the use of tutors to
support students' success in reading. One-to-one tutoring is the most effective form of instruction
known (see Wasik & Slavin, 1993a). The tutors are certified teachers with experience teaching
Chapter 1, special education, and/or primary reading. Tutors work one-on-one with students who
are having difficulties keeping up with their reading groups. Students are taken from their
homeroom classes by the tutors for 20-minute sessions during times other than reading or math
periods. In general, tutors support students’ success in the regular reading curriculum, rather than
teaching different objectives. For example, if the regular reading teacher is working on stories
with long vowels or is teaching comprehension monitoring strategies, so does the tutor.
However, tutors seek to identify learning deficits and use different strategies to teach the same
. skills.

During daily 90-minute reading periods, tutors serve as additional reading teachers to
reduce class size for reading. Information on students’ specific deficits and needs pass between
reading teachers and tutors on brief forms, and reading teachers and tutors are given regular
times to meet to coordinate their approaches with individual children.

Initial decisions about reading group placement and need for tutoring are made based on
informal reading inventories given to each child by the tutors. After this, reading group .
placements and tutoring assignments are made based on eight-week assessmenrts, which include
teacher judgments as well as more formal assessments. First graders receive first priority for
tutoring, on the assumption that the primary function of the tutors is to help all students be

successful in reading the first time, before they become remedial readers. .

Reading Program
Students in grades 1-3 are regrouped for reading. That is, students are assigned to
heterogeneous, age-grouped classes with class sizes of about 25 most of the day, but during a

regular 90-minute reading period they are regrouped according to reading pe-formance levels




into reading classes of 15 students all at the same level. For example, a 2-1 (second grade, first

semester) reading:class might contain first, second, and third grade students all reading at the
same level. \

Regrouping allows teachers to teach the whole reading class without having to break the
class into reading groups. This greatly reduces the time needed for seatwork and increases direct
instruction time. We do not expect reduction in class siz: to increase reading achievement by
itself (see Slavin, in press), but it does ensure that every reading class will be at only one reading
level, eliminating workbooks, dittos, or other follow-up activities which are needed in classes
with multiple reading groups. The regrouping is a form of the Joplin Plan, which has been found
to increase reading achievement in the elementary grades (Slavin, 1987).

The reading program itself has been designed to take full advantage of having 90 minutes
of direct instruction. The reading program emphasizes development of basic language skills and
sound and letter recognition skills in kindergarten, and uses an approach based on sound
blending and phonics starting in first grade (although kindergarten scudents who show readiness
are accelerated into the first grade program if the school chooses). Students in pre-K,
kindergarten, and first grade experience the Peabody Language Development Kits to help them
build language concepts essential to later reading success. The K-1 reading program uses a series
of “shared Stories,” in which part of the story is written in small type and read by the teachers,
while par« is written in large type and read by students. The student portion uses a phonetically
controlled vocabulary. The program emphasizes oral reading to partners as well as to the
teacher, instruction in story structure and specific comprehension skills, and integration of
reading and Qriting. When they reach the primer reading level, students use a form of
Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC) with novels or basals. CIRC uses
cooperative learning activities built aro.und story structure, prediction, summarization,
vocabulary building, decoding practice, writing, and direct instruction in reading comprehension
skills. Research on CIRC has found it to significantly increase students' reading comprehension

and language skills (Stevens, Madden, Slavin, & Farnish, 1987).
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Eight-Week Reading Assessments
Every eight weeks, reading teachers assess student progress through the reading program.

The results of the assessments are used to determine who is to receive tutoring, to suggest other

adaptations in students' programs, and to identify students who need other types of assistance,

such as family interventions or vision/hearing screening.

Preschocl end Kindergarten

Most Success for All schools provide a half-day preschool and/or a full-day kindergarten
for all eligible students. The preschool and kindergarten provide a balanced and developmentally
‘ appropriate learning experience for young children. The curriculum emphasizes the development
and use of language. It provides a balance of academic readiness and non-academic music, art,
and movement activities. Readiness activities iniclude use of integrated thematic units, Peabody

Language Development Kits, and a program called Story Telling and Retelling (STaR) in which

students retell stories read by the teachers.

Family Support Team

A Family Support Team consisting of any social workers, parent liaisons, counselors, and
others who work in the school provides parenting education and works to involve parents in
support of their children's success in school. Also, family support staff are called on to provide
assistance when there are indications that students are not working up to their full potential
because of problems at home. For example, families of students who are not receiving adequate
sleep or nutrition, need glasses, are not attending school regularly, or are exhibiting serious
behavior problems receive family support assistance. Links with appropriate community service

agencies are made to provide as much focused service as possible for parents and children.




Program Fadilitator

A program facilitator works at the school full time to oversee (with the principal) the
operation of the Success for All model. The facilitator helps plan the Success for All program,
helps the principal with scheduling, and visits classes and tutoring sessions frequently to help
teachers and tutors with individual problems. The program facilitator may work with individual
children having particular difficulties to find successful strategies for teaching them, and then
return the children to the tutors or teachers. He or she helps teachers and tutors deal with any
behavior problems or other special problems, and coordinates the activities of the Family

Support Team with those of the instructional staff.

Teachers and Teacher Training
The teachers and tutors are regular teachers. They receive detailed teacher's manuals
supplemented by two days of inservice at the beginning of the school year and several inservice

sessions throughout the year on such topics as classroom management, instructional pace, and

implementation of the curriculum.

Special Education

Every effort is made to deal with students' learning problems within the context of the
regular classroom, as supplemented by tutors. Special education resource services are still
provided for students assigned to special education in previous years, but no new assignments to
resource services are being made for reading problems, on the assumption that tutoring services
available to all students will be more appropriate. Seif-contained services for seriously

handicapped students are maintained for students whose needs cannot be met in the regular class.




Advisory Committee

An advisory committee composed of the building principal, facilitator, teachers, and
parent representatives meet regularly to review_u the progress of the program and to identify and
solve any problems that arise. A

The Success for All program began in Baltimore in 1986. It was designed in a
collaboration between our group at Johns Hopkins and the Baltimore City Public Schools, and
piloted in one school in the 1987-88 school year. Since then Success for All has expanded
within Baltimore ard is currentiy being implemented in a total of 80 schools in 36 school
districts in 19 states from coast to coast. From the outset, the program has emphasized rigorous
evaluation of the program in comparison to matched local control schools, emphasizing use of
individually administered tests of reading. Due to funding limitations, not all Success for All
schools are being assessed in this way, but we currently have high-quality assessment data from
15 schools in seven districts in seven states, a remarkable body of evidence for an innovative
program. Three of the districts were evaluated by Johns Hopl;ins staff, and four (using identical
measures and procedures) by an independent evaluation group at Memphis State University.
This paper summarizes the findings from these seven districts, plus two that have done their own

evaluations using routinely administered standardized tests.

Evaluation Design

A common evaluation design, with variations due to local circumstances, has been used
in all Success for All evaluaﬁoﬁs. Every Success for All school involved in a formal evaluation
is mawﬁed with a control school that is similar in poverty level (percent of students qualifying
for free lunch), historical achievement level, ethnicity, and other factors. Children in the Success
for All schools are then matched on district-administered standardized test scores given in
kindergarten or (starting in 1991 in several districts) on Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
(PPVT) scores given by the project in the fall of kindergarten or first grade. In some cases,

analyses of covariance rather than individual child matches were used, and at Key School in
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Philadelphia schools were matched but individual children could not be (because the school
serves many limited English proficient students who were not tested by the district in
kindergarten).

The measures used in the 1992 evaluations were as follows:

1. Woodcock Reading Mastery Test. Three Woodcock scales, Word Identification,
Word Attack, and Passage Comprehension, were individually administered to
students by trained testers. Word Identification assesses recognition of common sight
words, Word Attack assesses phonetic synthesis skills, and Passage Comprehension
assesses comprehension in context.

2. Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty. The Durrell Oral Reading scale was also
individually administered. It presents a series of graded reading passages which

students read aloud, followed by comprehension questions.

Except at Key,' analyses of covariance with pnetesté as covariates were used tc compare
ra\\.r scores in all evaluations, and separate analyses were conducted for students in general and
for students in the lowest 25% of their grades. At Key, analyses of variance were used and
results were reported separately for Asian (mostly Cambodian) students and for non-Asian
students.

The figures presented in this paper summarize student performance in grade equivalents
(adjusted for covariates) and effect size (proportion of a standard deviation separating the
experimental and control groups), averaging across individual measures. Neither grade
equivalents nor averaged scores were used in thg analyses, but they are presented here as a useful
summary. The figures show the outcomes for all students in tﬁe Success for All and control
schools, and also those for the students in the lowest 25% of their grades, who are most at risk.
In most cases the low 25% was determined based on Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test scores

given as pretests. In Baltimore and Charleston, South Carolina, however, Peabody pretests were
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not given and low 25% analyses involve the lowest-performing students at postiest. At
Philadelphia’s Key School, outcomes are shown separately for Asian and non-Asian students.
Each of the evaluations summarized in this paper follows children who began in Success
for All in first grade or earlier, in comparison to children who had attended the control school
over the same period. Because Success for All is a prevention and early intervention program,
students who start in it after first grade are not considered to have received the full treatment
(although they are of course served within the schools). For more details on methods and

findings, see Slavin et al. (1992) and the full site reports listed for each evaluation.

Baltimore
Baltimore was the original home of Success for All and is ;he‘ district with the longest
longitudinal data base and the largest number of schools being evaluated. As of spring, 1992, the
original pilot school had implemented the program for five years and four additional schools had
done so for four years. All scﬁools are almost entirely African-American, and range from 75% 10
96% in poverty (free lunch eligibility). Outcomes (in mean grade equivalents and effect sizes)

are summarized in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 Here
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Figure 1 shows that students in Success for All are performing sighiﬁcamly better than
students in control groups at all grade levels, 1-3. As has been typical of Success for All
evaluations, effects have beexn particularly large for students who are in the lowest 25% of their
classes.

In addition to the effects seen on individually administered reading measures, Success for
All has had an impact on several other measures. One of these is standardized tests routinely

administered by the district. On the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, no differences were
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found between Success for All and control students in first grade, but significant effects were
found on CTBS reading comptehension and language scales in second, third, fourth, and fifth
grades. We do not consider standardizéd tests scores to have the reliability, validity, or relevance
of the individualized measures, but follow them because of their importanc_:eﬂto the district.
Evaluations of Success for All in Baltimore have also found positive et{:. < Jn.
attendance. Retentions have been reduced from an average of 11% in grades K-3 to near zero.
Avoiding retentions is a policy of Success for All rather than an outcome, but it is important in
showing that inner-city schools can get along without retaining such large numbers of students.
In 1992-93, three additional schools began in Success for All, and we are piloting a
program to ease the transition to middle school for students graduating from Success for All
elementary schools. For more on the Baltimore evaluations see Slavin et al., 1992; Maddenet -

al.,, 1993.

Philadelpﬁia
Philadelphia was the first school district outside Baltimore to implement Success for All.
»Frances Scott Key Elementary school, which serves a population that is majority Southeast Asian
(mostly Cambodian), has been implementing the program since 1988. In 1991, three additional
schools began to implement Success for All. These are all very high poverty schools (nearly

100% of students qualify for free lunch) serving African American student bodies.
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Figure 2 Here
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Evaluation cutcomes for Key School are summarized in Figure 2. Asian students at Key
exceeded those in their control school by an average of more than a full grade equivalent in first '
grade (ES = +4.69); Success for All Asian students were reading above grade level, while their

counterparts in the control schools were non-readers, scoring near the floor on all tests. Second
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grade Asian students at Key also exceeded their controls by more than a grade equivalent (ES =
+1.67). Third graders (ES = +.47) and fourth graders (ES = +.37) exceeded control students by
six and five montl;s, respectively. Non-Asian students at Key out-performed their controls by an
average of approximately 3.5 months in first grade (ES = +1.47), 3 months in second (ES =

+.26), 4 months in third (ES = +.27), and 5 months in fourth grade (ES = +.24).

Figure 3 Here

Figure 3 shows results for two of the three Philadelphia schools that began Success for
All in 1991 (data on the third school were lost). The figure shows that first graders in these
schools were reading above grade level and two months ahead of their control counterparts (ES =
+.3i). The lowest-achieving 25% of Success for All students were about at grade level on
average and exceeded their controls by 3.5 months (ES = +.62). |

Philadelphia added three more Success for All schools in 1992-93, including two schools
primarily serving Latino students and one integrated non-Chapter 1 school. For more on the

Philadelphia evaluations see Slavin (1993) and Slavin & Yampolsky (1991).

Charleston, South Carolina

Pepperhill Elementary School in Charleston, South Carolina began to implement Success

- for All in the 1990-91 school year. Pepperhill is the only Success for All school being evaluated

that is not a Chapter 1 school (a second non-Chapter 1 school, in Philadelphia, began
implementation in 1992-93). Despite a poverty rate rauch higher than the national average (40%
of students quality for three lunch and 60% are African-American), Pepperhill does not qualify
for Chapter 1 funding within the Charleston district. It does receive state compensatory
education monies under the South Carolina Educational Improvement Act (EIA) that pay for the

program’s cost. However, because it is not a Chapter 1 school it has fewer funds to implement
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Success for All than do other program schools. As a result, Pepperhill is the only school being
evalua.ted that uses paraprofessionals rather than certified teachers as tutors. The
paraprofessionals are of high quality; one is certifi~d to teach in another state, and another has a
four-year degree. All received significantly more training than that usually given to tutors.

Pepperhill provides us with the first opportunity to evaluate Success for All in a school that has

fewer resources and a relatively less needy population.

Figure 4 Here

The outcomes for first grades at Pepperhill are summarized in Figure 4. They show a
subsﬁnﬁd positive effect* of the program on student achieverent. This school has the highest
mean reading level of any Success for All school (G.E. = 2.45), four months ahead of its control
school. Effects were also quite positive for students in the lowest 25% of their grade. For more
on this evaluation, see Wasik & Slavin, 1993b.

'The evaluations of Success for All in Baltimore, Philadelphia, and Charleston, South
Carolina are being conducted directly by our group at Johns Hopkins. Several additional
evalu_ations are being conducted by an independent evaluation team at Memphis State University
led by Steven Ross and Lana Smith. These include evaluations in Memphis, Fort Wayne,

Indiana, Caldwell, Idaho, and Montgomery, Alabama.

Memphis
In 1990, Memphis State and the Memphis City Public Schools collaborated to impiement
and evaluate Success for All at Florida Elementary School, a very high-poverty school ‘nearly

100% free lunch) in inner-city Memphis serving an African-American student body.
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Figure 5 Here

Figure 5 suminarizes the 1993 outcomes of Success for All at Florida Elementary School |
(matched with control students based on kindergarten PPVT scores). First graders at Florida
were performing well above grade level (2.1), three months ahead of their matched controls
(ES = +.38). Effects in second grade were substantial for students in general (ES = +.51), and
even stronger for low achievers, who exceeded control low achievers by almost nine months
(ES = +2.66).

In addition to the main achievement analyses, Ross and Smith (1992) also analyzed
standardized Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) scores for matched {irst
and second graders in the Success for All‘and control schools. They found positive effects in
both grades on the TCAP Reading Comprehension scale (ES = +.20 for first grade, +.23 for
second), but no differences in reading vocabulary or total reading.

A new superintendent in Memphis has expressed a commitment to expand Success for
All, and four more schools are being added in the 1993-94 school year. For more on the

Memphis implementation and evaluation, see Ross & Smith, 1992.

Ft. Wayne, Indiana
Success for All was introduced to two schools in Ft. Wayne, Indiana as part of the
district’s response to a court order to desegregate its schools. The district created several magnet
schools, but schools with many African-American students who were left out of the magnet
school plan were given additional funds to improve their students’ achievement. These funds

were combined with Chapter 1 dollars to fund the Success for All implementations.
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Figure 6 Here

The outcomes at the two Ft. Wayne Success for All schools are shown in Figure 6.
Siudents in the Success for All schools are reading above grade level and 2.7 months ahead of
controls (ES = +.47). The lowest achieving 25% of students are reading at grade level (1.8) and
are 3.1 months ahead of their control group. In addition, a teacher survey found strong positive
attitudes toward the program; 100% of teacher. agreed that the program should be continued.

For more on the Ft. Wayne evaluation, see Smith & Ross, 1992.

Caldwell, Idaho
Caldwell, Idaho is the first rural school district to be included in the Success for All
evaluation (although several other rural districts are implementing the program).. One school,
West Canyon Elementary School, began implementation in 1991. The results of the 1992

evaluation are shown in Figure 7.

Figure 7 Here

In contrast to all other evaluations, the Caldwell evaluation did not find a difference
between Success for All and control students in reading performance, even for the lowest
achieving 25% of studénts who,r in every other evaluation, gain the most from Success for All.
These results are puzzling. Observations of program implementation indicated tha_t the school
was implementing Success for All with spirit and fidelity; in fact, West Canyon was rated by our

facilitators as one of the best of our implementations.
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The reason for the faiiure to find differences may have to do with the control school, not
the Success for All school. Observers found the matched control school to be an extraordinary
place with an exceptionally able principal and staff in a new facility. First graders at West
Canyon had among the highest scores of any Success for All school, with an average grade
equivalent of 2.22. In this case, however, the control first graders also had high scores (G.E. =
2.18).

-In 1992-93, the Caldwell district opened a new school and moved the principal and part
of the staff of West Canyon to it, makihg both schools Success for All schools. For more on the

- Caldweli evaluation, see Ross, Smith, & Casey, 1992.

Montgomery, Alabama
_ Success for All was introduced to two schools in Montgomery, Alabama in the 1990-91
school year. These are both schools in which nearly 100% of students qualify for free lunch and
all are African-American. A new cohort of kindergémers was pretested on the PPVT in fall of

1991, and these students were then assessed at the end of first grade in spring, 1993.

Figure 8 Here

The results across the two Montgomery schools are summarized in Figure 8. Both
schools had among the highest effect sizes for any first grade evaluation, averaging +1.32. In
grade equivalent terms, Success for All students were performing more than five months ahead
of their control counterparts. Among the lowest 25%, control students were not reading at all,
while Success for All students averaged a grade equivalent of 1.46 (ES = +2.86).

Montgomery added two additional Success for All schools in 1992-93.




Charleston, West Virginia
Chandler Elementary School in Charleston, West Virginia has been implenienting
Success for All since 1990. It was not included in the formal evaluation study primarily bécause
no other school in Charleston had a similar population (to serve as a control school); Chandler
has the highest African-American population and poverty rate in the district. However, Chandier
has kept track of its standardized test scores each year since it began Success for All, and these

have shown steady increases. Figure 9 shows test scores before Success for All and after the

program was introduced.

e e et
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Figure 9 Here

Standardized test scores submitted to us by districts are interesting additional indicators,
but we consider them only as anecdotal information, as standardized tests used in district
accountability programs are far lower in validity than the individual administered measures we
emphasize in our formal evaluations.

lIn addition to the gains shown in Figure 9, attendance at Chandler has increased from

89% to 95% since the program began, the retention rate is zero, and referrals to special education

have decreased.

Wichita Falls, Texas
Fannin Elementary School in Wichita Falls, Texas began implementation of Success for
All in 1991. Its scores on the 1992 Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (T. A;\S) showed a
dramatic improvement. Fannin has_historically been the lowest achieving school in the district.
In fall, 1992, at the end of the first year of implementation, the percentage of third graders
meeting minimum expectations in reading increased from 48% to 70% (during the same year the

district percent passing declined by three percentage points). Fannin students increased from 8%
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to 53% in the percentage of students meeting minimum expectations in writing; the district as a
whole gaired only three percentage points. Wichita Falls has expanded the program to one

additional school and is seeking to become a regional training site for Succese for All.

Pooled Outcomes

Slavin and Madden (1993) introduced a method for combining the outcomes of
experimental-control comparisons over many replications and over time. Ti\is technique, called
a multi-site replicated expeiiment, considers each successive cohort and each pair of schools
(expérimental and control) a replication. For example, across the 15 Success for All schools we
have studied, 37 cohorts of first graders have experienced the program and have been assessed on
individually administered reading measures. Twenty-one second-grade cohorts and 13 third-
grade cohorts have been in tlie program since first grade. This pooling procedure, a minor
variation on meta-analysis commonly used in medical. research, allows us to build up an adequate

sample over time to do school-level analyses of program effects.

Figure 10 Here

T - e P D e e S
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Figure 10 shows the mean grade equivalents and effect sizes for all fifteen Success for
All schools in comparison to their control schools. For students in general, effect sizes averaged
more than half a standard deviation each yéar, meaning that the average Success for All child is
performing better than 70% of control students. Analyses at the school level indicate that the
effect sizes are significantly different from zero at all three grade levels (p<.001). Because
standard deviations increase each year in school, a constant effect size implies a growing
difference in absolute or grade-equivalent terms; Success for All students exceed matched

control students by about three months in first grade but almost seven months by third grade.
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Effects for students in the lowest 25% of their cohorts are consistently larger than for
students in genera!, averaging an effect size of +1.04 in first grade, +1.47 in second, and +1.49 in
third grade. By the end of third grade these most at-risk students are performing better than 93%
of matched control students. These effect sizes are sighiﬁcamly different from zero (p<.001 in
grades 1 and 2, p<.004 in grade 3). Larger effect sizes for low achievers than for students in
general have been found in almost every evaluation of Success for All.\ It is primarily due to the
tutoring, family support, and other services principally given to the lowest-achieving, most at-
risk stadents. A major goal of Success for All is to build a floor under the achievement of all

students, and the large gains made by the lowest achievers is evidence that this is occurring.

Do Program Effects Grow in Successive Years of Implementation?

Data or: the effects of Success for All in successive years of implementation are
summarized in Figure 11. These data clearly show that the longer a school is in the program, the
better the effects on first, second, and third grade reading performance. For example, in the first
implementation year Success for All first graders exceed their control counterparts by an effect
size of +.34. This rises to +.57 fon; the second cohort of first graders, +.78 for the third, and +.82°

for the fourth.

Figure 11 Here

There are two likely explanations for the successive improvements in outcomes shown in
Figure 11. One is that the schools simply get better witﬁ practice. Success for All involves so
many changes that getting all the changes to a high degree of quality takes more than a year. The
second factor involved is the fact that only in the second year have first graders participated in
Success for All since kindergarten, and only in the third year have they participated since

prekindergarten. The accelerating effects may be due to effects of these program elements.
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Conclusion

The results of evaluations of 15 Success for All schoolis in seven states clearly show that
the program increases student reading performance. In all but one school, Success for All
students learned significantly more than matched control students. Significant effects were not
seen on every measure at every grade Ievel, but the consistent direction and magnitude of the
effects show unequivocal benefits for Success for All students. Earlier years’ evaluations (e.g.,
Slavin, Madden, Karweit, Dolan, & Wasik, 1992; Slavin & Yampolsky, 1992; Madden, Slavin,
Karweit, Dolan, & Wasik, 1993) have shown that Success for All has been effective in its
original districts, Baltimore and Philadelphia. This paper adds evidence that the prograrh can be
replicated far from its original home and that it can produce effects in its replication sites like
thpse seen in its original site§.

The Success for All evaluations have used reliable and valid measures, individually
administered tests that are sensitive to all aspects of reading: comprehension, fluency, word
attack, and word identification. Performance of Success for All students has been compared to
that of matched students in matched control schools, who provide the best indication of what
students without the program would have achieved. Replication of high-quality experiments in
such a wide variety of schools and districts is extremely unusual. ‘

Although the outcomes on individually administered measures have the greatest validity
and scientific importance, a number of other indicators further point to the replicability and
practical impact of Success for All. One indicator is standardized test scores, which were found
to increase significantly in Baltimore, Charleston, West Virginia, and Wichita Falls, Texas.
Another is the fact that most of the districts being evaluated (and many others as well) have
expanded the program to additional sites after initial pilots. Ap important indicator of the
robustness of Success for All is the fact that of the more than 60 schools that have used the
program for periods of 1-6 years, only three have dropped out (in all cases because of changes of
principals). Many other Success for All schools have survived changes of superintendents,

principals, facilitators, and other key staff.
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There is nothing magic about Success for All. None of it;s components are completely
new or unique. The first-year results in Caldwell, Idaho support the common-sense observation
that schools serving disadvantaged students can have great success without a special brogram if
they have an outstanding staff. Other prevention/early intervention models, such as Iiiading
Recovery (Pinnell, 1989) and the School Development Program (Comer, 1988) also have
evidence of effectiveness with disadvantaged children. The main importance of the Success for
All research is not in validating a particular model or in demonstrating that disadvantaged
students can learn. Rather, its greatest importance is in demonstrating that success for
disadvantaged students can be routinely ensured in schools that are not exceptional or
extraordinary (and were not producing great success before the program was introduced). We
cannot ensure that every school has a charismatic principal or every student has a charismatic
teacher. Nevertheless, we can ensure that every child, regardless of family background, has an
opportunity to succeed in school.

The demonstration that an effective program can be replicated and can be effective in.its
replication sites removes one more excuse for the continuing low achievement of disadvantaged
child:.ren. When Ron Edmonds (1979) stated that we can successfully teach all children whenever
and wherever we choose, he was perhaps right in principle, but practical demonstrations of this
pﬁnéiple are still essential. In order to ensure the success of disadvantaged students we must
have the political commitment to do so, with the funds and policies to back up this commitment.
However, we must also have methods known not only to be effective in their original sites, but
also fo be replicable and effective in other sites. Success for All does require a serious
comimitment to restructure elementary schools and to reconﬁghre uses of Chapter 1, special
edu:ation, and other funds to emphasize prevention and early intervention rather than
rerpiediation. It requires a vote of at least 80% of teachers in favor of implementing the program.
When this commitment is made, however, the evidence summarized in this report provides one
pm.uctical demonstration of how, whenever and wherever we choose, we can successfully teéch all

children.
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